Understanding why people move home is an important objective for population research. While studies are increasingly examining residential mobility motivations using the reasons reported in social surveys, data constraints and the conceptual legacy of behavioural theories mean that little is known about how people's reasons for desiring and making residential moves vary over the life course. In this paper we address these issues using longitudinal data from the British Household Panel Survey. The results show that the reasons people report for desiring to move vary considerably over the life course. People are more likely to relocate if they desire to move for 'targeted' reasons like employment opportunities than if they desire to move for more 'diffuse' reasons relating to area characteristics. Life course events and moving desires intersect to strongly condition moving behaviour. These insights demonstrate how a deep engagement with life course theories can help researchers to overcome the difficulties encountered when using behavioural models to understand moving decisions.
Introduction
Population researchers have long sought to understand why people make residential moves. This objective inspired Peter Rossi's 1955 classic Why Families Move, in which he argued that residential moves were a normal part of the family life cycle rather than an urban pathology. Rossi posited that people move residence in order to adjust their dwelling and neighbourhood attributes to meet the new needs and preferences that emerge as they move through life. This insight continues to underpin residential mobility research, which now emphasises that people move to adapt to their changing life course trajectories (Geist and McManus, 2008) .
There are several reasons for this enduring curiosity about why people move. Perhaps most importantly, it is difficult to interpret how relocation is embedded within life course biographies without knowing anything about people's motives for moving. Moving plays an important role in a wide range of processes from family transitions (Geist and McManus, 2008) to employment trajectories (van Ham, 2002) and changing cultural affiliations (Fielding, 1992) . Social networks and exchanges of social support can influence and be configured by residential moves (Mulder, 2007) . Disentangling the complex and multifaceted causes and consequences of residential moves therefore requires understanding why people make particular types of move at different points in the life course.
Such knowledge can help academics to engage with public policy. On the one hand, population predictions can be improved by understanding why people move to particular locations (Dennett and Stillwell, 2010) . On the other, knowledge about people's motivations for moving can feed into policy critiques. In the United Kingdom, policy interventions are increasingly politicising residential mobility and immobility. While prospective homeowners are given state support to make desired moves (for example through the 'Help to Buy' scheme), housing benefit reforms aim to make social tenants move to dwellings which are deemed more appropriate for their domestic living arrangements (DWP, 2012) . Interpreting the impacts of these interventions requires that we understand how people make moving decisions.
Although many studies have explored why people move (Chen and Rosenthal, 2008) , until recently a dearth of survey data meant that researchers typically had to infer people's motives for moving from the correlates of moves (Fielding, 2012; Niedomysl, 2011) . This approach indicates that people usually make different types of move for different reasons (Lundholm et al., 2004) . While longdistance moves are primarily undertaken for education or employment, people typically move short distances to adjust their housing and neighbourhood characteristics (Niedomysl, 2011) . This is because people tend to be willing to make costly and disruptive long-distance moves only when this is essential for fulfilling highly valued goals (Kley, 2011) .
However, there are two reasons why it may be problematic to use residential mobility behaviour to understand why people move. First, recent survey analyses show that people often do not report the reason for moving that one might expect given their moving behaviour (Boyle et al., 2009; Morrison and Clark, 2011) . For example, many long-distance migrants report non-economic motives for moving (Clark and Maas, 2012) . Although many of these analyses collapse non-job related reasons into rather nebulous categories like 'quality of life' or 'environmental' (Geist and McManus, 2012; Lundholm et al, 2004) , they nonetheless provide clear evidence that reported reasons for moving are more complex than it is often assumed (Niedomysl, 2011) .
Inferring people's reasons for moving from their observed moving behaviour also overlooks those motives that never translate into a residential move (Coulter, 2013) . This could be because people are unable to act on their moving desires, or because their needs and preferences change as their life courses unfold during the process of mobility decision-making (De Groot et al., 2011; Lundholm et al., 2004) . While several studies have investigated who acts on their moving desires (Buck, 2000; Coulter et al., 2011) , few have explored how this may vary with the reason for wanting to move (Böheim and Taylor, 2002) . Gaining a better understanding of these issues requires examining why people desire to move, before linking this to their subsequent moving behaviour and reported reasons for moving.
To fulfil this objective, this paper seeks answers to three questions: 
Background
Classical theories of mobility posit that people move different distances for different reasons. In this framework, people are thought to migrate long distances across labour market boundaries primarily to obtain higher wages or to improve their skills and employment prospects (Böheim and Taylor, 2007) . In contrast, less disruptive short-distance moves are thought to be driven by household transitions, dwelling and neighbourhood preferences or social mobility aspirations (van Ham, 2012) . Residential moves thus act as an adjustment mechanism allowing people to adapt to the new needs and preferences generated by changes in their life course careers (Clark and Ledwith, 2006) . Many studies have drawn on this framework to investigate the types of move people make at different points in the life course. For instance, it has been welldocumented that young singles migrate frequently and tend to flow to urban centres offering a high density of educational, employment and social opportunities (Dennett and Stillwell, 2010; Geist and McManus, 2008) . The propensity to move long distances drops with age and as people accumulate 'commitments', such as an employed partner or children, which make moving more complex and costly (Feijten, 2005; Geist and McManus, 2012) . Some research then identifies subsequent pulses of mobility around retirement (Duncombe et al., 2001) , before health and care needs assume greater importance for the frail elderly (Evandrou et al., 2010) .
A large proportion of these studies infer movers' objectives from the types of moves that they make. Thus, the fact that migrants tend to flow to buoyant labour markets is interpreted as evidence that economic gain motivates migration (Morrison and Clark, 2011) . However, recent analyses of survey data emphasise that people frequently report different reasons for moving than we might expect (Clark and Maas, 2012) . For instance, while long-distance migration correlates with economic factors (Böheim and Taylor, 2007; Fielding, 2012) , few migrants report having moved long distances for job reasons (Clark and Maas, 2012; Lundholm et al., 2004) . This seems to challenge traditional theories of how migration and residential mobility fit in to life course biographies.
Making sense of these puzzling findings requires researchers to examine people's expressed reasons for moving (Clark and Maas, 2012) . Crucially, focusing on self-reported reasons allows analysts to disentangle the factors motivating residential moves from the factors enabling mobility. This may be an important distinction, for example if migration is more likely to be enabled by continuity of employment than motivated by a desire for occupational advancement (Morrison and Clark, 2011; Niedomysl, 2011) . Examining expressed reasons for moving can also help to uncover exactly which dwelling and neighbourhood characteristics people are seeking to change when they move. In consequence, it is perhaps unsurprising that scholars are increasingly attempting to unpack people's expressed reasons for moving (eg. Boyle et al., 2009; Clark and Maas, 2012; Geist and McManus, 2008; Lundholm et al., 2004) .
Although these studies are enhancing our knowledge of residential moves, methodological factors mean that they often overlook or are unable to fully investigate several dimensions of moving decisions. Due to data constraints, many survey analyses utilise coding frames that collapse a heterogeneous mix of motives into broad categories such as 'quality of life and other' (Geist and McManus, 2012) , 'social' (Niedomysl, 2011) or 'environmental' (Lundholm et al., 2004) . These may take on very different meanings depending upon one's life course position. For example, young singles are likely to make different types of 'social' move than the frail elderly. Critically re-examining how people explain their own moving behaviour therefore requires developing a finer grained coding frame capable of distinguishing a large number of distinct reasons.
Furthermore, social and psychological theories suggest that self-reported reasons for moving should be interpreted with some caution. For example, few migrants may cite job reasons for moving because securing a new job is such a 'taken-for-granted' part of migration that people do not think to mention it (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993) . This conjecture is supported by psychological research, which emphasises that retrospective explanations of behaviour provide only a partial representation of cognitive processes (Schwarz, 2012) . Taken together, these insights suggest that the reasons for moving people retrospectively report may tell us only part of the story about why they moved. Thus, it seems important to also investigate the motives people cite when they are deliberating residential mobility and expressing unconstrained desires to move (Buck, 2000) .
Analysing why people desire to move and how this impacts on their subsequent moving behaviour can greatly enhance our understanding of residential mobility motivations. Yet in contrast to the burgeoning literature on self-reported reasons for moving, little is known about why people desire to move. This is problematic for two reasons. First, focusing only upon self-reported reasons for moving overlooks the large proportion of moving desires that are never followed by a residential move (Buck, 2000) . Moreover, it has been well-documented that some people are more likely to act on their moving desires than others. For example, the propensity to act upon moving desires drops sharply as age rises and is lower for individuals with a weaker socio-economic position (Coulter, 2013) . Overlooking those desires that are never acted upon therefore limits our understanding of the heterogeneous meanings of immobility, which can be a product of choice or the outcome of constraints.
As retrospectively reported reasons for moving differ by age and partnership status (Geist and McManus, 2008) , these factors are likely to also be associated with different reasons for desiring to move. While getting a job and leaving the parental home are key transitions in the progression to adulthood (Berrington et al., 2009) ; housing and area characteristics typically become more salient with increasing age, when people seek to move to adapt to the new needs associated with growing and changing families (Rossi, 1955) . We therefore hypothesise that (H1) the reasons for desiring to move will differ by age. Jobs and setting up a home of one's own will be more important in young adulthood than later life; while housing and area characteristics become more salient in mid-life as people accumulate resources and consolidate their families. We thus anticipate that 'targeted' or focused motivations for moving (such as jobs) will give way to more 'diffuse' consumption oriented motives (for example about dwelling or neighbourhood characteristics) with increasing age. Moreover, as couples often have less locational flexibility and greater space needs than singles, we expect that (H2) individuals in couples will be more likely than singles to report desiring to move for housing and area reasons. The gendered migration literature further suggests that, among couples, (H3) men will be more likely than women to report desiring to move for job reasons (Cooke, 2008) .
Traditional behavioural models of mobility posit that people follow a similar process of decision-making regardless of why they are seeking to relocate. However, work by Böheim and Taylor (2002) suggests that some types of moving desire have a greater likelihood of being acted upon than others. In general it seems likely that desiring to move in order to make urgent, major and targeted changes across life course careers is more likely to lead to actual mobility than desiring to move because of more diffuse feelings of dissatisfaction. This could be in part a selection effect if more mobile individuals are also more likely to report these types of moving desire.
Hence we hypothesise that (H4) desiring to move for a job or to set up a home of one's own is more likely to be followed by a move than desiring to move for housing or area reasons.
By conceptualising moving decisions as an individualised cognitive process that proceeds through a series of 'stages' (Brown and Moore, 1970; Kley, 2011) , behavioural theories assume that people have a clear motive for moving which they consciously and consistently seek to fulfil. This assumption underpins analyses of self-reported reasons for moving (Lundholm et al., 2004) . However in a landmark paper Halfacree and Boyle (1993) critiqued this perspective, arguing that motives grow and change over time. This indicates that we cannot assume that the reason a person expresses for desiring to move will match the explanation they subsequently provide for an actual move. Given that occupational change is a particularly important and targeted reason to move home (Böheim and Taylor, 2002) , we can hypothesise that (H5) people are most likely to report the same reason for desiring and subsequently making a residential move if they desired to move for job reasons.
Behavioural assumptions of a common and consistent mobility decisionmaking process also fit poorly with life course theories emphasising the temporal dynamism of individual lives (Elder et al., 2003) . Empirical analyses clearly show that (un)expected life course events can disrupt and alter mobility decision-making (De Groot et al., 2011; Kley, 2011) . This has two implications. First, it seems likely that the type of reasons cited for moving will differ depending upon whether the move was desired or not. More importantly, we might also anticipate that the links between moving desires and subsequent moving behaviour will be tempered by controlling for life events. As job-oriented moving desires are more targeted and often more urgent than those motivated by housing and neighbourhood preferences, we can hypothesise that (H6) after controlling for life course events, desiring to move for a job-related reason will be a stronger predictor of subsequent mobility than desiring to move for housing or neighbourhood reasons. More generally we also expect that (H7) different life course transitions will have different effects on moving behaviour for men and women at different points in the life course. Childbirth will have a more pronounced effect on the mobility of women than men, whereas job transitions and retirement will have a more pronounced effect on the mobility of men than women.
Data and measures
This study uses eighteen waves of longitudinal data collected by the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS). The BHPS was initiated in 1991 when a nationally representative sample of approximately 10,000 individuals in 5,500 households completed wide-ranging face-to-face interviews . These individuals were then re-interviewed each year until 2008. In 1999 the sample was boosted with extra individuals from Scotland and Wales. As the BHPS was originally designed to be representative of Great Britain rather than the United Kingdom, we do not use the Northern Irish sample first added to the panel in 2001.
At each wave the BHPS gathered data on respondents' moving preferences and actual moving behaviour. Interviews began by asking respondents whether they would prefer to stay in their present home or move somewhere else. Respondents indicating a desire to move were then asked an open-ended question: 'What is the main reason why you would prefer to move?' The verbatim responses to this question were pre-coded into twenty-seven categories by the data collectors . We collapsed these to identify eight types of reason for desiring to move, as shown in Appendix Table A1 . This typology was constructed to produce categories that are as conceptually distinct as possible. In one instance this was hindered by inconsistencies in the dataset. Cases where the respondent desired to move 'for child's education' had to be coded as an 'other' reason because this code is not listed in the User Guide and did not appear before 1995.
From 1992 onwards the next question in the BHPS interview was 'Can I just check, have you yourself lived in this (house/flat) for more than a year, that is since before September 1st [t-1] ?' As this question routes respondents towards questions probing their reasons for moving, we used this variable to define residential (im)mobility. This indicator was cross-checked with the administratively defined mobility variable to identify and reconcile the small number of inconsistencies generated when respondents had been interviewed at irregular intervals (Nowok et al., 2013) . While many studies focus specifically on long-or short-distance moves (Boyle et al., 2009) , in this paper we analyse moves made over any distance. This is because people's reasons for relocating influence how far they move, rather than vice versa.
Individuals who reported a change of address were then asked two questions about why they had moved. First, a closed question asked 'Did you move for reasons that were wholly or partly to do with your own job, or employment opportunities?' Because closed questions elicit different patterns of responses than open-ended questions (Schuman and Scott, 1987) , we used this question to code a dummy variable indicating whether respondents reported moving for their own job (1) or not (0). Next, all movers were asked 'What were your (other) main reasons for moving?' The verbatim responses to this open-ended question were pre-coded into thirty-five categories by the data collectors . In order to better understand this coding process we requested access to the original verbatim files from the data collectors. Unfortunately not all of these have been preserved and so we had to rely on the pre-coded categories.
We collapsed the pre-coded categories to identify twelve (other) reasons, as shown in Appendix Table A2 . As people responding to this question could provide up to two reasons for moving, we coded the responses as a series of dummy variables coded as 1 if the respondent mentioned the reason and 0 otherwise. It is not possible to determine the relative importance of the different reasons reported. A small number (160) of cases where the respondent mentioned that they moved for their own job were merged into the 'own job' dummy defined using the preceding closed question.
The classification frameworks shown in Appendix Tables A1 and A2 have two advantages over those used in previous research. First, by isolating many distinct types of motivation we avoid creating large and rather nebulous categories such as 'social reasons'. This enables us to more precisely analyse how mobility motivations vary over the life course by reducing the ambiguity of each distinct category of motive. A second advantage is that respondents can provide more than one reason for having moved. This has long been advocated as a means to better understand the interconnected motivations driving relocations (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993) . Interestingly however, multiple types of reason were only reported in approximately 12.5% of cases (Table A2 ). Further analysis demonstrated that partnered individuals were marginally more likely than singles to report multiple reasons for moving. This is probably because moving decisions are more complex when the 'linked lives' of two partners have to be considered. Enabling people to report multiple motives for moving may therefore be particularly critical when analysing family migration.
After coding the variables outlined above we extracted the records of all adult respondents with complete data across these indicators. Wave 1 responses were dropped as information on residential mobility behaviour was not collected until 1992. These selection procedures left a total of 183,807 person-years provided by 23,579 individuals. Summary statistics for this sample are presented in Table 1 . The table shows that both men and women expressed a desire to move in about 33% of cases. The sample mobility rates of 12.08% (for men) and 11.22% (for women) correspond closely with the contemporary UK average of 9-12% (Dixon, 2003; Nowok et al., 2013) . *** Table 1 about here *** It is important to note that there is some attrition of BHPS participants over time and this attrition is correlated with residential mobility (Uhrig, 2008) . While this should be partially corrected by weighting and including the predictors of attrition in regression models, it is possible that attrition may still influence our results (however see Rabe and Taylor, 2010: 538 for evidence that BHPS attrition may not induce serious bias). Unfortunately attrition bedevils all panel surveys and there is no viable alternative data source for this project. Figure 1 addresses the first research question by showing how the proportion of respondents reporting each main reason for desiring to move varies by age, gender and partnership status. The sample consists of all person-years where a desire to move was expressed (60323 cases, 32.8% of the total). While prior research demonstrates that the propensity to express a moving desire varies with age (Coulter et al., 2011) , Figure 1 shows that the reasons why people want to move also vary over the life course. Although area and housing are the most common reasons why people prefer to move, Figure 1 supports H1 by showing that jobs and a desire for independent accommodation are most important for young singles. Wanting a home of one's own is particularly frequently cited by single young men, probably because men typically leave home later than women (Berrington et al., 2009 ). *** Figure 1 about here*** Figure 1 provides further support for H1 by showing that area becomes a more important motive for desiring to move from the mid-thirties through to the mid-sixties. This could reflect increased concerns (e.g. noise, safety) and increased priority placed on locale-related quality of life. Perhaps also associated with changing priorities is the increasing propensity for people to cite family and friends in later life. However, the picture for housing related reasons is more complex. Amongst couples, housing is most important in the stage of life most associated with family formation (25-34), after which it gradually declines. In contrast, housing peaks slightly later for singles (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) .
Analysis
Figure 1 also offers some support for H2. Area and housing reasons are more frequently cited by partnered individuals than singles, although only until mid-life. H3 is however refuted as both men and women very rarely cite employment as the main reason why they desire to move, especially if they have a partner. Overall, what is most striking from Figure 1 is that it is partnership status rather than gender which is most strongly associated with the reasons why people prefer to move. *** Tables 2a and 2b Figure 1 as housing and area reasons are typically more important for couples than singles, regardless of gender. Area reasons become more important as age rises, while housing is most frequently mentioned by couples in midlife. Independent accommodation and jobs are most commonly cited by young singles, as is education. In contrast partnership formation and dissolution are particularly prominent motives for moving amongst young individuals with a partner and mid-life singles (particularly men). Family and friends and health are most prominent late in the life course, especially for single women. Taken together, these findings suggest that while priorities shift over the life course, they are not strikingly different for men and women. Although differences in question wording and response coding prevent us from drawing firm conclusions from comparing Figure 1 and Tables 2a/2b, it is worth noting that area is far more frequently cited as the main reason for desiring to move than as a reason for having relocated.
The second research question asked which reasons for desiring to move are most likely to be followed by residential mobility. To answer this question we restricted the sample by retaining only those person-years (167111) where individuals were observed at two consecutive survey sweeps. We chose to link moving desires at t-1 to moving behaviour at t in order to maximise the sample size, minimise participant attrition and take into account (insofar as is possible) that preferences can change over short periods of time. This approach does, however, mean that we cannot distinguish persistent from recently emerged moving desires. We are also unable to investigate longer term processes of mobility decision-making. ***Tables 3a and 3b about here*** Column two of Tables 3a and 3b addresses the second question by tabulating moving desires at t-1 against moving behaviour at t. Columns three to ten focus more deeply upon movers by cross-tabulating their moving desire status at t-1 against the reason for moving reported at t. The upper panel of each table compares people who did and did not report a desire to move at t-1, while the lower panel disaggregates those with a desire to move by the main reason they wanted to move.
The upper panels show that moving desires strongly predict residential moves for both genders. While prior research shows that the propensity to fulfil a moving desire drops as age increases (Coulter, 2013) , columns three to ten show that desired and undesired movers also report different reasons for relocating. For both genders, area and housing factors are more prominent for those making a desired move. In contrast, undesired movers are more likely to report moving for education, partnership or involuntary reasons. This is unsurprising as forced moves are almost by definition undesired, while partnership transitions can occur suddenly and disrupt mobility decision-making (De Groot et al., 2011) . Once again, the lack of gender differences in the upper panels of Tables 3a and 3b is particularly noteworthy.
The lower panels of Tables 3a and 3b test H4 and H5. The results show that different reasons for desiring to move have varying associations with subsequent mobility. For both men and women, targeted desires relating to jobs and setting up a home of one's own are more likely to be followed by a move than more diffuse housing and particularly area preferences. This supports H4, although there is some evidence that these processes are slightly gendered as women are much more likely than men to act on a desire to move to set up an independent home.
While methodological issues mean that we should exercise caution when comparing the main reason for desiring to move with the reasons people give for subsequently moving, columns three to ten of Tables 3a and 3b suggest that it is problematic to assume that people have one consistent articulable reason for moving. For men, desires to move for housing and jobs are most likely to be followed by a move made for the same reason, while for women family and friends are also quite consistent through time. This partially supports H5. In contrast, area desires are unlikely to be followed by a move made for area reasons. Furthermore there is much overlap between desiring to move to set up a new household and moving for partnership reasons (especially for women). Thus for both genders it is clear that we cannot assume that people will report similar reasons for having moved as they previously reported for wanting to move.
The third research question extends this perspective by asking whether life events mediate the relationship between moving desires and subsequent moving behaviour. To answer this question, Table 4 presents four fixed effects (conditional) logistic regression models of mobility (1=move, 0=no move) run separately for men and women who were of different ages when they entered the BHPS. Thus Model 1 and Model 2 focus on men and women under 35 respectively; whereas Models 3 and 4 show men and women aged 35 and over. Full details of the samples and the independent variables used in the models are contained in Appendix Table A3 . Each model was built up gradually until all control variables and life event dummies were included. Likelihood ratio tests and comparisons of model fit statistics were then used to remove life event dummies to find the most parsimonious model. Although the models presented include no controls for period effects, each model has also been run with year dummies included. These results are not shown because there was no evidence of significant period effects. Including year dummies also had no substantive effects on either the fit of the models or the estimated parameters.
The estimation samples are smaller than that shown in Table 1 for three reasons. First, to track life courses as they unfold we only include cases provided by sample members first interviewed in 1991 (original sample members) and 1999 (booster sample members). Second, cases could only be used when complete information was available across all independent variables. Third, the fixed effects framework requires people to change from 'stayer' (0) to 'mover' (1) at some point during their life course (Allison, 2009) . This is because fixed effects models discard all between-person variation by focusing only on within-person changes on the dependent and independent variables.
By focusing on within-person variation, fixed effects models allow us to estimate how changes in moving desires and experiencing particular life events are linked to changing from a stayer into a mover. The basic intuition is that we use each individual as their own control, comparing their mobility behaviour over time to uncover how this varies with changes in their life course trajectory (Allison, 2009 ).
Each coefficient thus indicates how a particular individual's log odds of moving are affected by a one unit increase on that independent variable (Allison, 2009: 33) . Positive coefficients indicate that the log odds of moving are increased by changes in that characteristic, while negative coefficients indicate reduced log odds. This approach controls for the effects of time-constant variables which may be observed (for example ethnicity) or unobserved (such as stable psychological characteristics). As with other techniques, fixed effects models cannot control for unobserved timevarying heterogeneity. In addition, focusing only on within-individual variation makes it difficult to estimate the effects of variables which never or only rarely change within individuals (for instance education level). *** Table 4 about here *** The control variable effects are largely as anticipated. Increasing age is linked to a decreasing propensity to move, but only for women. This indicates that age acts as a stronger proxy for life course position for men than women. While income change has no significant links to moving propensities, the odds of moving are much higher when a person lives in privately rented accommodation as compared to when they are an owner-occupier. Rising local house prices are also linked to a reduced propensity to move for all samples except older men (although the parameter approaches significance for this group). This may indicate that people find it harder to find affordable accommodation as housing costs rise.
Increasing space pressure is positively associated with mobility for the younger cohorts, although it is not significant for older men and the sign reverses for older women. Further analysis shows that this unexpected finding is driven by the moving behaviour of the oldest women in the sample. Roomstress becomes insignificant if they are excluded from the model. This may indicate that the roomstress variable is picking up the effects of prior mobility into smaller dwellings which are more suitable late in the life course. However given that residential mobility is rare for older Britons (Evandrou et al., 2010) , this result may also reflect the impact of older women taking in adult children.
Crucially, Table 4 shows that the main reason for desiring to move is still strongly associated with mobility when controls are included for life events. In support of H6, the results indicate that expressing a desire to move for a targeted job related reason is associated with particularly high odds of subsequently moving, irrespective of cohort or gender. Although starting to desire to move for housing reasons or to set up a household strongly predicts mobility for the younger cohorts, across all models expressing a desire to move for area reasons exerts a weaker impact on subsequent moving behaviour. As the impacts of socio-economic constraints are partly captured by the income and house price variables, this result indicates that the relative attractiveness of the local area 'pushes' people to want to move without necessarily 'pulling' them to new locations. Unsurprisingly expressing a desire to move for family and friends, health and retirement reasons is strongly associated with subsequent mobility amongst the older samples. Overall, different types of moving desire seem to have different links to moving behaviour at different points in the life course.
Turning to the life event dummies, across the life course partnership transitions are strongly associated with moving. Although this is not surprising for the cohabitation dummy, the results show that even today getting married is still linked to making residential moves. This may suggest that people synchronise getting married with 'trading up' or entering owner-occupation. For both men and women partnership dissolutions are strongly associated with an increased propensity to move. This effect extends beyond the year of the dissolution event. Table 4 provides some support for H7 as women are significantly more mobile in the year after childbirth, while there is no significant lagged birth effect for men. However there is little evidence for any gender differences in the impact of changes in labour market status. Entering employment increases the odds of moving for the younger cohorts, while changing jobs and exiting the labour force predicts moving across the samples. Interestingly, the results extend Rabe and Taylor's (2010) findings by indicating that retirement has contemporaneous and lagged associations with moving, most notably for older men (for whom the parameter approaches significance). Taken together, the models highlight how life events and moving desires come together to condition moving behaviour differently at different points in the life course.
Conclusions
Rossi's Why Families Move has inspired a long tradition of research into residential mobility motivations. While many studies analyse the correlates of mobility, a growing body of work explores people's expressed reasons for moving (Lundholm et al., 2004) . This literature highlights that the motives people cite frequently differ from those predicted by theory (Morrison and Clark, 2011) . However by focusing on retrospective explanations of mobility, these studies do not challenge the assumption that residential moves are underpinned by a single and identifiable motive that is consistent throughout the mobility decision-making process (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993) . Focusing only on expressed reasons for moving also overlooks those reasons for desiring to move that are not followed by relocation. To address these issues, this paper has examined why people desire to move and how these desires affect their subsequent moving behaviour.
The findings have several implications. First, the results show that analysing why people want to move yields insights that are obscured by concentrating solely on expressed reasons for moving. While concerns about the local area strongly influence moving desires, these are far less prominent explanations of moving behaviour. In addition, highly targeted reasons for desiring to move (for example for employment opportunities) are much more likely to lead to an actual move than more diffuse area preferences. This suggests that the factors 'pushing' people to think about moving may not be the same as those 'pulling' them to choose particular dwellings and locations. As constraints mean that not all motives are 'revealed' through relocation (Coulter, 2013) , uncovering these complexities requires taking a new look at residential immobility.
The findings also imply that engaging with the core insights of life course theories can help us to overcome the conceptual legacies of behaviouralism (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993) . As the interplay between age and partnership status strongly influences the reasons people report for desiring and making residential moves, it seems important to focus on the biographical timing of mobility decisionmaking. While jobs and a desire for independent living are important and highly targeted motives for young single movers, more diffuse motives relating to housing are most salient for mid-life couples. In contrast, mid-life single men are most likely to cite partnership reasons for moving, with family and friends assuming greater importance for both genders late in the life course.
Despite the large literature on gendered mobility, there is little evidence for any consistent gender differences in the reasons people report for desiring or making residential moves. Furthermore, life course events do not seem to mediate the links between moving desires and subsequent moving behaviour differently for men and women. Although there is evidence that childbirth is more strongly linked to the mobility of young women than young men, it is more notable that for both genders life course events and moving desires intersect to condition moving behaviour differently at different points in the life course. While this paper has concentrated on how these links unfold at the individual level, future research should examine the occurrence and implications of (dis)agreement between household members in the reasons why they desire and make residential moves. This will enhance our understanding of how mobility decision-making is configured by 'linked lives' (Elder et al., 2003) .
Our work also has methodological implications. Given that it is fairly rare for people to report multiple reasons for moving, allowing respondents to report several reasons may not be as important as is commonly thought (Halfacree and Boyle, 1993) . As people's motives for moving can change over time and many individuals do not act on their mobility preferences, it may instead be more valuable to gather longitudinal data linking moving desires to subsequent moving behaviour.
Moreover by showing how finely-coded motives vary substantially across the life course, our results indicate that it is essential to avoid pooling multiple reasons for moving into nebulous categories. Disentangling people's specific motives for desiring and making residential moves requires a detailed coding frame, indicating that open-ended questions may be a particularly valuable way to gather data on mobility motivations (Niedomysl and Malmberg, 2009 ). However, the value of this approach is dependent upon survey administrators archiving and granting controlled access to the verbatim text of responses. There is a tendency for large-scale panel surveys to switch to the exclusive use of pre-coded categories of motivations to move, mainly to save costs and enhance consistency. Unfortunately this could impede the future study of mobility motivations by concealing inconsistencies, complexities and temporal change.
Overall, this paper has shown how linking moving desires to subsequent moving behaviour can advance our knowledge of why people move. By analysing how reported reasons for desiring and making residential moves vary as life courses unfold, researchers can progress beyond either inferring motives from behaviour or taking the reasons people retrospectively cite as the complete 'gospel truth'. This is essential if we are to take our understanding of residential mobility decision-making beyond the confines imposed by behaviouralism. 
